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L RE AT. PARTY TN INTEREST 
The rwl party-k-interest is Uxe assignee, Hewlett-Packard Company, a Delaware 
cotporation, having its principal place of business in Palo Alto, CaKfomia. 

TL RELATED APraAT^SAT^TNTRMTERENg^^^^ 
There are no known related appeals or inteifereaces known to ^pellant^ the 
appeUant's legal representative, or assignee that will diiecay affect or be directly affected 
by m have a bearing on the Appeal Boatd^s decision in the pending appeal. 

in, STATITfiOFrT ATlVfQ 

Claims 1-27 stand finally regected. The lejection of daims 1 - 27 is appealed. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
No amendmmts were made aA&r receipt of the Final Office Action. All 
amendments have been entered. 

V- SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 
The following provides a concise explanation of the subject matter defined in 
each of the claims involved in the appeal* tefening to the specification by page and line 
nnmber and to ifae drawings by reference characters, as required by 37 C.F.R. 
§ 41 .37(cXl)Cv). Eadi element of the claims is identified by a corresponding reference to 
the apeciiication and drawings where applicable. Note that the citation to passages in the 
specification and drawings for each claim element does not imply that the limitations 
fiom the specification and drawings should be read into the corresponding claim element 
or that these aire the sole sources in the q>ecification siqqxxrting the clahn filatures. 

Claim 1 

A tool for navigating an organizational stwcture having a plurality choices 
therein, inchiding a plurality of next available choices ([0013 - 0015]), the tool 
Comprising; 
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computer code means for receiving information related to a navigatton goal 
wherein the goal is potentially related to at least one of tl^e choices (Fia 1, #101: [0016 - 
0017]); 

computer code means for classifying said information wifli respect to said 
structure and fyt providing a recommendation as to at least one of said choices more 
likely to lead towards said goal (PIG. 1> #101 and 103: [0018 - 0019]); and 

computer code meana for providing feedback indicative of said recomm^dation 
(Pia 1, #105: [0019]). 

Claim 6 

The tool as set forth in claim 1 comprising: 
said computer code means for classifying is at least one classifier program zelated to a 
subset of choices of said plurality of choices ([0010]). 

Claim 10 

A computerized tool for assistiz^ a user with navigating a large hierarchy 
structure, having a large plurality of nodes, via classification subprocesses ([001 3 - 
0015]), the tool comprising: 

computer code for relating information indicative of a goal node to at least first 
level nodes of the hierardiy stnicture (FIG. 1, #101 : [0016 - 0017]); 

computer code for classifying said information and predicting at least one option 
most likely to advance navigation to a predicted goal node of said hierarchy structure; 

computer code for hig^ghting said at least one option to said user (FIG. 1, #1 01 
and 103: [0018-0019]); 

compiiter code for receiving feedback &om said user related to a current choice 
with respect to said at least one option (FIG. 1, #105: [0020]); and 

computer code for iteratively providing suggestions including at least one refined 
suggestion based on reclassifying said information each a current choice among said 
suggestions (FIG. 1. #107. 1 1 7: [0020 - 0023]), 
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Claim 11 

The tool as set forth in claim 1 0, said code for iterativeiy providing suggestions 
further comprising: 

computer code for detennining if said current dioice is indicative of said goal 
node (Fia 1, #105: [0020]); 

ooirq>uter code for displaying to said user whether said current choice is said goal 
node (FIO, 1, #109: [0021]); and 

computer code for directing said user to said goal node if said choice is correct or 
otherwise for iterativeiy providing at least one refined option choice to saidi user based on 
redassiQang said information with a said current choice iintil said goal node is reached 
(Fia 1, #107, 117: [0020 - 0023]). 

Claim 17 

A piooess for navigating tiuough an organizational structure having a plurality of 
levels and nodes ([0013 - OOlSJX the method comprising: 

receiving targeting data related to said organizational structure (?IG« 1» #101 : 
[0016-0017]); 

iqyplying a classifier to said targeting data (FIG. 1 , #1 01 : [00 1 8]); 

presenting a plurality of choices of nodes wherein said choices are representative 
of results of said classifier categorizing said targeting data with respect to said 
organizational structure and wherein said plurality of choices includes at least a subset of 
said plurality of choices indkating probable solutions to said tatgetit^g data (FIO. 1, 
#103: [0019]); 

receiving a selection firom said plurality of choices (FIG. 1» #105: [0020]); 
iterativeiy applying the classifier to said targeting data and each said selection 
until a user target node is reached (HG. I. #1 07, 1 17: [0020 - 0023]), 

A computer readable medium having instructions for causing a compute to 
execute a method of determining a goal node in an organizational structure having a 
plwality of nodes ([0013 — 001 5]), the method comprising; 
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via a classifier, comparmg first data indicative of a us^ goal node to second data 
indicfltivo of given organizational struotutcs (FIG. 1, #101: [001 8]); 

selecting at least one of said stractures and a plurality of nodes tiiorein (PIG. Z, 
#105: [0020]); 

providing feedback data indicative of likely nodes related to said goal node such 
that at least one of said nodes is a target node predicted to be said goal node fit)m a 
probabilistic analysis during said o(nnparl2ig» and wherein said feedback data allows 
selection between said likely nodes and said target node (FIO. U #103-1 17: [0020 - 
0023]), 

Claim 27 

A computer readable medium having instructions for causing a computer to 
execute a method of doing business ([0013 - 0015]), the method comprising: 

receiving fiom a remote user targetmg data related to at least one organizational 
stnicture having a plurality of levels and nodes (FIO. 1 , #1 01 : [0016 - 00 1 7]); 

applying a classifier to said targeting data (FIG. 1 , #1 01 : [001 8]); 

presenting aplurality of chaices of nodes to the reniote user wherdn said 
are representative of results of said classifier categorizing said targetmg data with respect 
to said organiasational structure and wfaerdn said plurality of choices includes at least a 
subset of said plurality of choices indicating probable solutions to said targeting data 
(FIG. U#103: [0019]); 

receiving fiom said remote user at least one selection firom said plurality of 
choices (FIG. 1, #105: [0020]); 

iteratively applying the classifier to said tar^ting data and each said selection 
until a user target node is selected by the remote user (FIG, 1,#107^ 117: [0020-0023]), 
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VT. tiWQIINnfi nP REJECTION TO BR BTCVIEWED ON APPEAI. 

L Qaizns 1-24 are rgected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because die claimed invenUon is 
allegedly directed to notipstatutoty subject matter. 

n. Claims 1, 3-6, 8-13» 16, 17, 19. 22, 23, 25, and 27 are rejected itodesr 35 U.S.C. 
§102(b) as being anticipated by USPN 5,627.980 (Scibilit). 

m. Claims 2 and 18 sre rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as bdng unpatentable 
over Sdtilit 

IV. aohns 7, 15. 20, and 26 are r«;jected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as bebig 
unpatentable over Sdiilit and USPN 6,489^68 (Ortega). 

v. Clainia 14, 21, and 24 are rtjccted under 35 U.S.C. §103(8) as being 
unpatentable over SchiUt and USPN 5,754,938 (Heiz). 
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The r^ection of claims 1 - 27 is improper, and Applicants respectfully requests 
wiAdraw of tiiis rejectioiL 

The claims do not stand or M together. Instead, Applicants present s^arate 
arguments for various independent and d^^ndent claims. Bach of these arguments is 
s^amtely argued below and ]»iesented with sepamte hgaHtt^go and sub-headiog. 

I. Claim ReJectioiM: 35 USC § 101 

Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.a §101 because the claimed invention is 
allegedly directed to non-statutory subject matter. Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Overviei?vofLawi81Ql 

Under 35 USC § 1 01, patentable subject matter must have two basic criteria. First, 
the subject matter must be one of processes, machines, manufacture, and conq>ositiotts 
of matter. Generally, three categories are not included as patentable subject matter: (1) 
abstract ideas, (2) laws of nature (example, mathematical algorithms/equatians), and (3) 
natural phenomcnap Second, the subject matter to be patented must be **useful."' 
Applicants' claimed subject matter meets the criteria of 3S USC § 101 . 

Overview Of Issues 

The first issue is whether claims 1-24 are one of processes, machines, 
manufacturers, and compositions of matter. The second issue is whether the claimed 
subject matter fialls withm the excluded patentable subject mattw* of (1) abstract ideas, (2) 
laws of nature, and (3) natural phenomena. The third issue is whether the claims 1-24 
pioduce a useful, concrete, and tangible result to have a practical application. Applicants 
address these i^sws below. 

hsue 1 : ClatftM wttfain Subject Matter of 6 101 

Claims 1-24 are one of processes, machines, manufacturers, and compositions of 
matter. First, claims 1-16 are directed to computerized tools that recite numerous 

7 
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elements of computer code. The Federal Circuit has repeatedly held that con4>uterized 
tools tiiAt utilize and claim compute code are patentable subject maUo: Tvithin 33 USC § 
lOL Second, claim 17 is directed to a process. The term '^cess" is es^iressly cited in § 
101 as being patentable subject matter. Thus, claims 1-24 are clearly patentable subject 
matter of 3S USC § 101. 

iBSaCB 2 A 3s Cltttma AhHtraitf or Frttdncc ITai^fat Tnngrftta. Timriblc Rcroltoi 
The Office Action ^ears to argue that claitm 1-24 are merely directed to 
abatiact ideas. ^ FurfheXp the Office Action appears to argue that claims 1 -24 never 
produce a useful result since feedback is never visually provided to the user.^ For several 
reasons, i^ptplioants respectfully disagree* 

Applicants' claims are not abstract since the claims have a practical application in 
the tecbnologiGal arts and since the claims produce a concrete, tangible, and use&l result 
In other words^ the claims recite at Least one stq) or one act tiiat produces something that 
is Goncxete, tangible, and useful. Applicants provide examples for each of ttie 
independent dhdms U 10, and 17« 

QMm ^ ^"Klnces UsefiiL Conci^tfe. Tangible Result 

As an CKUaple, claim 1 recites computer codes means that classifies information, 
provides a reoommendation> and provides feedback. Jn other words, -die daim recites a 
concrete, tangible, and useful result as dassiiying infomiatian, providing a 
recommendation, and providing feedback. 

Claim 1 thus provides a * Veal ivorld" value that is more dian a mere idea or 
concept Further, the output of claim* 1 proves that the daim does not consist solely of the 
manipulation of an abstract idea. By contrast the claim provides a concrete and tangible 
result 



Although the POA cites ca^e law fltating that abstract ideas are not pat9:itabl«» the B^amiaer nevo: applies 
this case law to claima 1-24. InBtead^ the Examiner appears to sisus that computer programs must be 
embodied in a computer readable medhuzL 

^ "The program ia never executed nor is the Redback ever visually provided to the user.** (See FO A at p. 3). 
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Claim 10 ProdttCM UgefliL Concrete. Taitgfhle Reault 

As an ocaxuple, claim 1 0 recites computer codes means that classifies 

in&miatioii, predicts and highlights an option, and piovides suggestions. In other woids^ 

the claim recites a concrete, tangible, and useful result as classing mfomiation, 

predicting and highlighting an option, and providing suggestiona. 

Caatm 1 0 thus provides a 'Veal world*' value that is more than a mere idea or 

concept. Further, the output of claim 10 proves that the daun does not consist solely of 

the manipulation of an abstract idea. By contrast, the claim provides a concrete and 

tangible result 

aaim 17 Prodncea UseftiL Concrete. Tangible Result 

As an CTUonpIe, daim 17 recites a process that presents choices of nodes and 
iteraiively applies a classifier until a target node Is reached. In other words, the claim 
redtes a concrete, tangible, and weful result as presenting choices of nodes and applying 
a classifier. 

Claim 17 thus provides a ''real world" value that is more than a mere idea or 
concept. Further, the outi»ut of claun 1 7 proves that the claim does not consist solely of 
the manipulation of an abstract idea. By oontraat, the daim provides a conatcte and 
tangible result. 

Law Supports Position of Apnllcflnta 

The legal position of the Applicants is clearly supported in MPEP 21 06 and case 
law» sndi asATATCatp, v. Excel Commmicatians,^ 172 F.3d 1352 (Fed. Cir. 1999). For 
example, the MPEP clearly states; "Only when the daim is devoid of any limitation to a 
practical application in technological arts should it be rejected under 35 USC 101" 
(MPEP 2lt}6: Emphasis added)* Applicants have shown that the independent daims are 
not devoid of any limitation to a practical application in the tedmological arts. 

The Examiner makes several argue that are not supported in the law. First, the 
Examiner appears to argue diat the daims are rqfected because: "The computer program 
is not embodied in a computer readable medium"' (FOA at p. 3). Independent claims 1 
and 10 are directed to computerized tools that redte numerous dements of computer 
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codCi Applicants an not aware of any case law that states daims reciting oon^iuter code 
must 1>e embodied in a computer readable medium or such claims are not patentable 
subject matter under 35 USC 101 . In other words, the Examhier appears to be cteatin£ 
new law. 

Secondi fhe Examiner appears to argue that the claims are rejected because the 
program never provides visual feedback to flie uscn:.^ Applicants are not aware of any 
case law that states claims reciting computer programs must visually provide feedback to 
a user« In other words, the Examiner appears to be creating new law. 

Third, the Examiner appears to argue that the daims are rejected because the 
program is never execated (see FOA at p« 3). Applicants do not undet^tand this rejection 
and can find no basis in the law for the rejection. 

Bnrdon on Examiner for Prima Facie Case 

Applicants respectfully argue that the Exammer has the burden to establish that 
clahna 1-24 do not meet the statutoiy requirements of 35 USC § 101 . In fkct, the MPEP is 
very clear on this burden: 

Office personnel have the burden to establish a prima fiicie case 
that the claimed invention as a whole is directed to solely an 
abstract idea or to maniptilation of abstract ideas or do^ not 
produce a useful resiilt. Only when the claim is devoid of any 
limitation to a practical application in the technological arts should 
it be rejected under 35 U.S^C^ Ifli, Compare Musgrave, 431 F,2d 
at 893, 167 USPQ at 289; In re Foster, 438 R2d 101 1, 1013, 169 
USPQ 99, 101 (CCPA 1971> Further, when such a rejection is 
made, OfBce personnel must expressly state how the language of 
the claims has been interpreted to siqyport the rejection. (MPEP $ 
2106, U» A). . 



' "The program i& never executed nor is tlifi fisedback over visually provided to tlte user" (See FOA at p. 3), 
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Applicants respectfiilly submit timt the Examine- has not established this prima 
facie caw, 

EMnriner Not Fonowliig PTO Gnldelhies 

Applicants respectfully argue that the Euminer is not Ibllowing the U.S. Patent 
and Trademaik OfBce^s own guidelines for software eases (see» Examination Guidelines 
for Computer-Reiated Inventions). The Examiner has not followed these guidelines in 
lefecting the claims 1-24 under Section 1 OL In contrast to the guideUnes> the Examiner 
cites two cases (Rul^ber-Tip PencU Co. and Warmerdani), but never applies die law of 
these cases to the pending claims. Fuifher, instead of applying the law to the facts, the 
Examiner appears to create new law by stating claims reciting computer code must be 
embodied in a computer readable medium and provide visual feedback to users. 

n. Claim Rejections: 35 USC § ia2(b) 

Claims 1, 3-6, 8-13, 16, 17, 19, 22. 23, 25, and 27 arerqected under 35 U.S.C- 
§102(b) as being anticipated by USFN 5^627,980 (Schilit). Applicants respectfully 
traverse. 

Apropernqeotioaof aclalmunder35 U.S.C. §102 requires that a single prior art 
reference disclose each element of the claim. See MPBP § 2131, also, W,L. Gore A 
Assoc, Inc. V. Oarlock Inc., 721 1540, 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 313 (Fed, Cir. 1983). 
Since Schilit neither teaches nor suggests each element in the rejected claims, these 
claims are allowable over Schilit 

Unspecfflc Rejection of Claim Elements 

Claims 1-27 include five different independait claims (1,10, 17, 25, and 27)> 
Each of these indepexxdent claims recites different and varying dements. The Examiner 
has not provided a location in Schilit for teaching each of these elements. Instead, the 
Examiner lumps all five independent claims together and cites long passages in columns 
5 and 6 of Sdiilit for teaching aU of the elements. In other words, the Examiner has never 
provided a location in Schilit for teaching each separate claim element for each 
independent claim* This type of shotgun rejection is difficult or impossible for the 

11 



.PA6E1Sm'RCVDAT12/22/200S4:39:17PM [Eastern Standv^ 



Dec 22 2005 4:46PM HP IP GROUP FAX 



281-514-8332 



p. 16 



Sedftl Nol: ia/054»029 

Applicants to rebut since the Applicants are not certain which section of S(diilit 
oorre^onds to which claim element 

For at least these reasons* Applicants respectMLy ask the Board or Appeals to 
withdraw the rejections. 

Independent Clidm 1 

Claim 1 recites numwous recitaticms Ifaat are not taught or suggested in Sphilit 
For example* dalm 1 recites *1:eceiViiig information related to a navigation goal/' The 
Office Action has not identified an element or section in Schilit that teaches or suggests 
Ms redtatioA. Instead, the OfSce Acticm cites a long section of Schilit (i.e,, coL 5, lines 
25^67). This section of Schilit teaches using a Ic-ery mem tree on a oamputer to display 
menu selections Hiat aro too numerous to fit on the computer screen, A user touches the 
sa«m with a pointing device to select a letter displayed on the screen. Nowhere does this 
section of Schilit teach or suggest receiving information related to a navigation goal. 

As another example, claim 1 recites receiving infonnation related to a xiavigation 
goal. The claim then recites fliat this infinmation is clasfidfiod with respect to the 
oiganization structure. In other words, claim 1 recites that information is received. Then, 
tfiis information is classified. Schilit does not teach or suggest classification of 
information as claimed. Ilie Office Action cites a long section of Schilit (i.e., col. 6, lines 
32-65) for teaching dassificatton of infonnation. This section of Schilit teaches a 
handheld cotoput^ with a toudi sensitive screen. A user touches a pointer to ttie soeen to 
select names appearing on the screen. This section of Schilit does not teach receiving 
infonnation related to a navigational goal and then classifying ttiis in&zmation. 

Applicants acknowledge that claims miist be given their broadest interpretation 
during patent exanrination. However, this interpretation must be a Reasonable 
Interpretatloii consistent with the specification'^ (see MPEF 2111: emphasis added)* 
Applicants' specification discusses at length classifying information with types of 
clossifieis. Schiht is not directed to classifiers and classifying information. By contrast^ 
Schilit teaches a space efficient menu system on a grcqphical interface (1 : 4-8). Sdulit js 
not concerned with receiving information relating to a navigational goal and then 
determining how to classify this infbrmation in an organization structure. Instead, Scdiilit 
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teaches how to organize and present data in deep or wide trees using ellipses and hrackets 
(see 2: 6-25). 

As another example, claim 1 recites *^providing a recoimmendation as to at least 
one of said cAioices more likely to lead towards said goal." Hie Office Action has not 
identified an demetjtt or section in Schilit that teaches or suggests this recitation. Instead, 
the Office Action dtes a long section of Schilit (i.e., ooL 5, lines 52-67 and eoL 6, lines 1- 
31). This sectian of Schilit teaches diat a k-aty rmwa tree can be modified to reflect the 
mcreased likelihood tiiat a user tvill select the same letter. Modifying letters in a menu 
tree does not teach providing a recomm^dation. Where is the ^ Yecommendation*' in 
Schilit? Schilit nierdy rhodifies letters on a tree based on previous user selections. No 
recommendations are provided. Again, nowhere does this section of Schilit teach or 
suggest providing a recommendaticm as to at least one of choices more likely to lead 
towards a goal. 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 is allowable over Schilit The depoident claims 
are allowable &t at least the reasons given in connection with claim 1« 

Dependent Claim 6 

Dependent daim 6 recites a. classifier program. Nowh^ does Sdiilit teach or 
suggest classifiers or classifier programs. The Office Action cites column 5, lines 52-67 
and column 6, lines 1-31. This section of Schilit teaches tiiat a k-ary menu tree can be 
modified to reflect the increased likelihood that a user will select the same letter. 
Modi^dng letters in a menu tree does not teach a classifier program as titiat term is known 
by one of ordinary akill in the art (see MPEP 2111.01: Words of a claim most be given 
their plain meaning given to that term by one of ordinary skill in the art*). 

Applicants acknowledge that claims must be given their broadest interpretation 
during patent examination* However, this interpretation nmst be a "reasonable 
interpretation consistent wlUi the spedftcatlon" (see MPEP 2111: emphads added). 
Applicants* specification discusses at length classifying information with types of 
classifiers. Schilit is not directed to classifiers and classifying information. By contrast^ 
Schilit teaches a space efficient menu system on a graphical interface (1: 4-8). Sdulit is 
not concerned with receiving infomiation relating to a navigational goal and then 
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detenuinlAg faow to dassiiy tins infonhatioti in m organization structure. Instead, ScMlit 
teadhes how to organize and prasent data in deep or wide trees using ellipses and brackets 
(see 2: €-25). 

Indepen4ffttCbiiPLia 

Cham 10 recites numerous recitations tiiat are not t&uf^t or suggested in Schilit. 
For example, claim 10 recites relating infoimation indicative of a goal node to first level 
nodes. Schilit never receives information indicative of a goal node. The Office Acdon 
dtes coluxnn 5, Enes 25-67. This section of Schilit teaches using a k-ary menu tree on a 
computer to dtspliQr msiai selections that are too numerous to fit on the computer screen. 
A user touches the screen with a pointing device to select a letter displayed on die screen. 
When a user touches Ae scre e n^ the computer program advances the menu to the letter of 
the touched location. Schilit never relates information indicative of a goal node to first 
level nodes in the hierarchy* 

As another example, daun ] 0 recites receiving information ndated to a goal* The 
claim then recttea that this infoimatioa is classiflad, Schilit does not teach or suggest 
classification of mformation as claimed The Office Action dtes a long section of Schilit 
(i.6.9 ool. 6, tines 32-65) for teadung classlitcatton of infomadon. This section of Sdiilit 
teaches a handheld computer with a toudi sensitive smen. A user toudies a pointer to 
the screen to sdect names appearing on the screen. This section of ScbUit does not teach 
receiving informatiosi rdated to a goal and then dassifying this information. 

Applicants acknowledge that daixna must be given thdr bioadest inteiprctation 
during patent examinatiQn. However* fiiis interpretation must be a ^Veasonable 
tnterpretatlon consistent with the speciflcation" (see MPEP 2111: emphasis added). 
Applicants' specification discusses at length dassil^dng infoimation mfh types of 
classifiers. Schilit is not directed to dassifieis and classifying infbnnotion. By contrast, 
Sdiilit teaches a space effident menu system on a graphical inter&ce (1: 4«8)< Schilit is 
not concerned with receiving infoimation relating to a goal and then determining how to 
dasslfy this information in an organization structure. Instead, Schilit teaches how to 
organize and present data in deep or wide trees using ellipses and brackets (see 2: 6-25). 
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As another example^ claim 10 redtes predicting at least one option most likely to 
advance navigation to a predicted goal node of said hierarchy structure. Claim 1 0 ftim 
recites highlightiiig this option* Nowhere does Schilit teach hig^ighting options most 
likely to advance navigation to a predicted goal. The Ofiice Action equates using 
brackets in Schilit to Ughlig^xtinig. Applicants disagree. 

According to MPEP § 21 11,01, the words of a daim must be given £h»r "^lain 
meaning." Merriam-Webster (see www.ai-w.cQm) is an online dictionary diat defines 
^'hi^i^btingf' as: *^ tihrow a strong li^ on" or *no center attention on.*' Applicants^ 
specification is consistent with this definition (see [0019]). Nowhete does Schilit teach 
highli^ting an option most likely to advance navigation. 

As anottier j«ample, claim 10 recites ''compatei: code for iteratively providing 
suggestions . * Hie Office Action has not identified an elonent m section in Sdiilit ttiat 
teaches or suggests diis recitation. Instead, Hie Office Action cites a long section of 
Sdiilit (Le., coL 5, lines 52-67 and col 6, lines 1-31), This section of Scliilit teaches that 
a k-aiy menu tree can be modified to reflect the increased likdihood that a user will 
sdect the same letter. Modifying letters in a menu tree does not teach providing a 
suggesttoiu. Where is tiie ''suggestion'* in Schilit? Sdulit merdy modifies letters on a 
tree based on previous user selections. No suggestions are Iteratively provided, Again, 
nowhere does this section of Sdulit teadi or suggest iterativdy providing a suggestion as 
claimed. 

For at least these reasons, claim 10 is allowable over Sdiilit. The dependrat 
dpima are allowable &r at least the reasons given in connection with claim 10. 

Dependent CTaim 11 

First, daim 1 1 recites code for detennining if the current choice is indicative of 
the goal node. Schilit caimot perform this function* In Schilit, tiie use;r toudies a screen to 
enter selections on a mcavL The program then navigates the user sdections. The program 
in Schilit is not capable of deteraiining whether a choice (i.e.t a user selection on Che 
menu) is the goal node* Instead^ the program in Schilit navigates to user selections. 

Second, claim 1 1 redtes ''computer code for directing said user to said goal node 
if said dioice is correct or otherwise for iteratively providing at least one refined option 
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choice to said user based on reclassifying said inforamtion with a said cmrent choice until 
said goal node is reaefaed.** Nowhere does Schilit tcadi these recitations. The Office 
Action cites long secdons in oolunms S and 6, but n^er specifies vftach elements in the 
dainj correspond to which teachings in Schilit. It is difficult or impossible for Applicants 
to rebut any specific argument of the Examiner, histead^ Applicants have read these 
sections of Sdrilit and submit that these sections do not teach the alternative of directing 
a user to a goal node or iteratively providing a refined option choice based on 
reclassifying the infbimation vdth a current choice until a goal is reached. 

h^4wm4mt Claim i7 

Claim 1 7 recites numerous recitations that are not taught or suggested in Schilit 
For exaxziple^ claim 17 recites '^receiving targetuig data related to said organizational 
structure/* The Office Action never addresses this element and thus never provides a 
location in Schilit for teaching this dement. In Schilit, die user touches a screen to enter 
selections on a menu. The program then navigates the user selections. Nowhere does 
Schilit teach receiving target data related to an organization structure. 

As another example, daim 17 redtes ^'applying a classifier to said targeting 
data*' (emphasis added) The Office Action has not identified an clement or section in 
Schilit that teaches or suggests these redtationSp ^tead, the Office Action cites long 
sections of Schilit. Nowhere do these sections of Schilit teach or suggest receiving 
targeting data related to said organizational structure and then applying a dassifier to said 
targeting data. 

Sdxilit does not teadi or suggest classification of information as claimed. The 
Office Action dtes a long section of Sdiilit (i.e., col, 6, lines 32-65) for teaching 
classificatioa of information. Ihis section of Sdiilit teaches a handheld computer with a 
touch sensitive screeiL A user tmidies apoinler to the screen to select names appearmg 
on the scteciL This section of Schilit does not teach receiving target data and applying a 
classifier to target data. 

Applicants acknowledge that daims must be given their broadest interpretation 
during patent CKamination. However, this interpretation must be a '"reasonable 
Inlerpretatton eonsisfent with the spedAcatlon*' (see MPEP 211 1 : emphasis added). 
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Applicants* specification discusses at leagfh classifying in&nnation with types of 
classifiers* Scfailit is not directed to classifiois and classifying infennadcm. By contrastj 
Schilit teaches a space efficient menu system on a graphical interface (1: 4-8). Schilit is 
not oancemed with receiving infonnation relating to target data and then detemiimng 
how to classify Urn infannaiioD, Instead, Schilit teaches how to organize and pres^ data 
in deep or wide trees usiag eHipses and brackets (see 2: 6-25). 

As another examplei claim 17 recite presenting dhoicea of nodes. The choices, 
however, are results of the dassifier categorizing (he target data related to the 
organization structure. Schilit does not teach classifiers. SchiUt does not teach receiving 
target data related to the organization stnicfcnre* Scfailit does not teach categorizing die 
target data. Again, Schilit teaches ttiat users touch a screen and the program navigates to 
the selected letter or location. 

As another example, daim 17 redtea '*iterativtly applying a classifier to said 
tsr^ting data The Office Action has not identified an element or section in Schilit 
that teaches or suggests this redtatioa Instead, the Office Action dtes a long secti<»i of 
Scbilit (i.e., col. 5, lines 52^67 and ooL 6, lines 1-31). This sectton of Schilit teaches that 
a k-^ary menu tree can he modified to reflect the increased Ukelihood tbat a user will 
select the same letter. Modifying letters In a menu teee does not teach iteradvely applying 
a classifier to taigiet data that relates to an organization structure. 

For at least these reasons, claim 17 is allowable over Schilit The dependent 
daims are allowable ibr at least the reasons given in connection with claim 17. 

IndfePftnd^t Claii^ 23 

Claim 25 recites numerous redtations that are not taught or suggested in Schilit 
For example, claim 2S redtes using a classifier to compare first and second data. Schilit 
does not teach or suggest classification of information as daimed. The Office Action 
dtes a long section of Schilit (i.e., coL 6, lines 32-65) for teaching classification of 
infermatton. This section of Sdiilit teaches a handheld computer with a touch sensitive 
screen. A user toiudies a pointer to the screen to select names appearing on the screen. 
This section of Schilit does not teach using a classifier to compare first and second data. 
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Applicants acknowledge that claims must be given their broadest interpretation 
diirin^ patent examination. However, this intetpretcrtion m\i$t be a ''reasonable 
Interpretatton consbtent with tihe specification" (see MPEP 2111: emphasis added). 
Ai^lieants' specification discusses at length clasaiQiing i&fbnnatiion with types of 
classifiers. SchiUt is not directed to classifiers and dassifyinlg infbmiation. By contrast^ 
Sdiilit teaches a space efficient menu system on a gr^hical interfaw (1 : 4-8). Schilit is 
not concerned with using a classifier to compare first and second data. Instead. Schilit 
teaches how to organize and present data in deep or wide trees uusing ellipses and bradcets 
(see 2: 6-25). 

As another exait^Ie, claim 25 lecltes ''comparing first data indicative of a user 
goal node to second data Indicative of given organizatioiia] structures.** The Office 
Action never addresses this element and thus never ptovides a location in Schilit for 
teaching this element. Nowhere does this section of Schilit teach or suggest comparing 
first data indicative of a user goal node to second data indicative of given organizational 
structures. 

As another example, claim 25 recites ''piioviding feedback data indicative of likely 
nodes related to said goal node The Office Action has not identified an element or 
section in Sdiilit that teaches or suggests this recitation. Instead, the Office Action dtes 
long sections of Schilit Nowhofe do these sections of Schilit teach or suggest providing 
feedback data indicative of likely nodes related to a goal node. 

For at least these reasons, claim 25 is allowable o w Schilit. The dependent 
claims are allowable for at least the reasons given in connection witibi claim 25. 

Indeoende ny Cl^im 27 

Claim 27 recites numerous recitations that are not taught or suggested in Schilit. 
For example, claim 27 recites *^eiving . , , targeting data related to at least one 
organizationa] structure.^ Ihe Office Action never addresses this element and thus never 
provides a location in Schilit for teaching this element. In Schilit, the user touches a 
screen to enter selections on a memu The program then navigates the user selections* ' - 
Nowhere does Schilit teach receiving target data related to an organization structure. 
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As another example, claim 27 recites **9pfilying a classifier to said targeting data" 
(einphasis added) The OfiBce Action has not identified an element or section in Sdulit 
that teaches or suggests these recitations. Instead, the Office Action dtes long socrtions of 
Sdiilit. Nowhere do these sections of Schilit teach or suggest receiving targeting data 
related to said orgiBmzatic»tal structure and then applyixig a classifier to said targeting 
data. 

Sdiilit does not teach or suggest classification of information as claimed. The 
Office Action cites a long section of Schilit (i,e., coL 6> lines 32-65) for teaching 
classification of information. This section of Sdulit teaches a handheld computer with a 
touch sensitive screen. A user touches a pointer to the screen to select names appearing 
on the screen. This section of Schilit does not teach receiving target data and applying a 
classifier to target data 

Applicants adcnowledge that clahns must be given their broadest interpretation 
during patent examination. However, this interpretation must be a '^reasonable 
Interpretation consistent with ike speclficatiorf^ (see MPBP 2111: emphasis added). 
Applicants* specification discusses at length classifying information with types of 
classifiers. Sdulit is not directed to dassifiers and classi^dng information. By contrast^ 
Schilit teaches a space effident mema system on a graphical Intcrfece (1 : 4-8), Schilit is 
not concerned with receiving information relating to target data and then determining 
how to GlMsliy this in&nnation. Instead, Schilit teaches how to organize and present data 
in deep or wide trees using ellipses and brackets (see 2: 6-25). 

As another example^ claim 27 recites *iteratively applying a classifier to said 
targeting data The OfSce Action has not identified an element or section in Schilit 
that teaches or suggests this recitation. Instead, the Office Action cites a long section of 
Schilit (i.e., coL 5, lines 52-67 and col. 6, lines 1-3 1). This section of Schilit teaches that 
a k-ary menu tree can be modified to reflect the increased likelihood that a user will 
select the same letter. Modifying letters in a menu tree does not teach iteratively applying 
a classifier to target data that relates to an organization structure. 

For at least these reasons, claim 27 is allowable over Schilit, 
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m. Claim Rejectfom: 35 USC $ 103(a) 

Claims 2 and 1 8 are rq'aoted under 3S U.S.C, § 1 03 as bdog uiq>at«atd)le over 
SchOit. Applicants lespcctfblly traverse. 

Claim 2 depttids from indq)endeiit otaim 1» and daim 18 dspends fix>m 
independent claim 17. Thus, fbr at least tlie reasons given above in Section 11 with legaid 
to independent claims 1 and 1 7, dependent claims 2 and 18 are aUowable over Schilit. 

Official Notice 

Per MPEP § 2144.03, .^lioants challenge tlw &ctual assertion as not properly 
offidally noticed or not properly based upon oommon knowledge. Hie Examiner has not 
provided sdeqiiate docuinentaty evidence to support the positian that the recitations of 
claims 2 and 1 8 are considered common knowledge or wdl-known in the art. 

No Snq^atton or Motivation to MnAtfu gohilly 

Further, Applicant argues that no teadiing suggestion exists to nodiQr SdiUit 
to arrive at the limitations of claims 2 and 18. Sdulit teaches a space efficient menu 
system on a graphical interfitce (1 : 4-8). Scfailit is not concemed with classtiying 
infbimation as this term is-known in the art. 

The Examiner must provide objective evldenc«y ralhetr than subjective beli^and 
unknown authority, of the requisite motivation or suggestioa to oombine or modify the 
cited references. In re Lee» 61 U.S J.Q.2d. 1430 (Fed. Cir. 2002). Obviousness cannot be 
estabUshed by comblnii^ die teaduigs of the prior Bit to produce ifae dlaink^ 
absent some teachmg w suggestion si^qwrting the C(»nbination. ACSHbspltai Systems, 
Inc. V. Monteftore Hospttat, 732 F.2d 1572, 1577, 221 U.S.P.Q. 929, 933 (Fed. Cfr. 
1984). Such teaching or suggestion does not exist since Applicants* claims and 
Schilit axe directed to different inventions. Further, to establish a prima fadle case, the 
Examiner must not only show that (he combmation includes off of die claimed elements, 
but also ft convincing Hne of reason as to why one of <»dinary sIdU in the ait would have 
fi)und the claimed invention to have bem obvious in light of the teachings of the 
references, ^parte CUtpp, 221 U.SJ.Q. 972 (B,P,A.L 198S). la Ught of the completely 
different inventions and problems being solved in Scfailit and Applicants' claimed 
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invention, no suggestion or motivatioii exists to modify Scihilit to arrive at the recitations 
of claims 2 and 18, 

For at least these reasons, Applicants argue tiiat a prima fade case of obvious has 
not been established. 

IV. aaim Rejeedms: 35 USC § 103 

Claims 7, 15. 20, and 26 are ejected nnder 35 U.S.C. $ 1 03 as being uopatentable 
over SchiUt in view of USPN MS9,968 (Ortega). Applicants respectfully traveise. 

ClBim 7 depends from independent claim 1 ; daim 15 depends fixwn independent 
daim 1 0; daim 20 depends fiom independent daim 17; and daim 26 deipends &om 
independent claim 25. Ortega fidls to cure die defidendes of Schilit. Thus, for at least the 
reasons given above in Section 11 with regard to independent daims 1, 1 0, 1 7, and 25, 
dependent dahns 7, 15, 20, and 26 are allowable over SchiUt in view of Ortega. 

VI. daim Rejections: 35 USC § 103 

Claims 14, 21 , and 24 are rqected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 as being unpatentable 
over SdiiUt in view of USPN 5.754,938 (Hertz). Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Claim 14 depends fiom indepeident daim 10; and daims 21 and 24 depend fiom 
indq)endent claim 17. Hertz fails to cure the defidendes of Schilit Thus, ibr at least the 
reasons given above in Section II with regard to independent daims 10 and 17, dependent 
daims 14, 21, and 24 are allowable over Schilit in view of Hertz. 
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COTfCLUSION 

In view of the above^ Applicants respectftlly request the Boand of Appeals to 
reverse the Examiner's rejection of all pending claims. 

Any inquiry regardizig Ms Amendment and Response should be direc1»d to Philip 
S. Lyrm at Telephone No. (281) S14-8236» Facsimile No, (281) 514-8332. In addition, 
all correspondence should continue to be directed to the followiiog address: 



Hewlett-Packard Company 

Intellectual Property Administration 
P.O. Box 273400 

Fort CoUinSy Colorado 80527-2400 



Respectfully submittedi 

Philip S^^BH^ 
Reg. No. 40,7dg_y 
Fh: 281-514-8236 



CERT^PgATp VNPER37 CFrR. l.B 
The ued«r«igaed hmrdby C9«rti&es ^ot fhis psp«r or pq^ra, as deBcrib«d h«rwi» 19 being tranamined to ifae Uzdted States 
Patent and Trademark Office faosimileiiuBibcr 571-273-83Q{K^ fliia 22h^ day of Deoambcr^ 2005. 



Bv( AhAALUdi 

Name: CmieMeKeriqr 
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Vni. Claims Ann^idW 

1 , A tool &r navigating an organizational structure having a plurality choices 1herem» 
including a plurality of n«xt available choices^ the tool comprising: 

computer code means for recdving infoimation rd^ 
wherein the goal is potentially related to at least one of the choices; 

computer code means fbr claasifying said information with respect to said 
structure and for providing a iecpmmendati<»i as to at least one of said choices more 
likely to lead towards said goal; and 

computer oode means for providing feedback indicative of said recommendation* 

2, The tool as set ^Rxth in claim ] fiirtiier comprising: 

computer code means for accessii^ at least one organizational structure of a 
plurality of available cnrganization structures associated with said navigatioo goal. 

3, The tool as set forth in claim i wherein the structure is ahierarchy. 

4, The tool as set forth in claim 3 wherein said navigating is implemented as a search 
descending level-by-level through levels of the hierardby. 

5, The tool as set forlb in daim 1 wherein said feedback is iterative, refining currently 
available choice in eadi itemtion. 

6, Hie tool as set forth in daim 1 comprising; 

said computer code means for classifying is at least one classiBer program related 
to a subset of choices of saidphiraUty of dioices. 

7, The tool as set forth in <daim 1, the computer code means for providing feedback 
indicative of said recommendation further comprising: 

computer code means for recommending likely choices of said plurality of 
choices that are not said next available choices and for providing feedbadc indicative of 
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livelihood of at least one suitable one of said likely choices as said goal. 

8 . The tool as set forth in claim I 

contputer code means for stoiing historical usage data, for learning Scorn said 
historical was^ data, and for improving said computer code means for dassij^g fix>m 
said learning. 

9. The tool as set forth in claim 1 wherein said computer code means for ptoviding 
feedbadc indicative of said recommendation probabilistically &cilitate$ navigation 
through fhe structure towards said navigation goal. 

10. A computerized tool for assisting a user with navigating a large hierarchy structure, 
having a largeplurality of nodes, via classification subprdcesses, the tool comprising: 

computer oode for relating information indicative of a goal node to at least first 
level nodes of the hietaxchy stnxcture; 

computer code for classiiying said information and predicting at least one option 
most likely to advance navigation to a predicted goal node of said hierarchy structm^; 

oompviter code for highlighting said at least one option to said usen 

computet code for receiving feedback ftom said user related to a current choice 
with respect to said at least one option; and 

computer oode for iteratively providing suggestions inchiding at least one refined 
suggestion based on reclassifying said information each a current choice among said 
suggestions. 

1 1 . The tool as set forth in claim 10, said code for iteralively pioviding suggestions 
forther comprising; 

computer code for detemnning if said current choice is indicative of said goal 

node; 

computer code for displaying to said \iser whether said cutredt choice is said goal 
node; and 
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computer code for directing said user to said goal node if said choice is correct or 
othi^rwise for iteratively providing at least one refined option choice to said user based on 
reclassi^ing said infonnation with a said curreot choice until said goal node is reached. 

12« The tool as set forth in claim 10 further comprising: 

computer code fer analyzmg said infannation and each said cuzient choice and for 
storing data indicative of said analyzing such that later iterations of providing at least one 
refined optica choice account fi>r said data indicative of analyzing* 

13. The tool as set &rth in claim 10 wheruin said computer code fi>r highlighting is a 
gt:^)hical display highlighting at least one currently available choice of a pliu*Blity of 
cuirently available choices wherein said highlighting is indicative of a suggestion that 

. said at least one currently available choice is more likely to achieve the goal node of said 
navigating. 

14. The tool as set fbr& in claim 10 wherein said computer code for hi^ihghting is a 
graphical display providing probability data for a plurality of currently available choices^ 
said graphical display relating probability of each of said currently available choices 
toward achieving the goal node of said navigating. 

15. The tool as sei forth in claim 10 wherein said computer code for classifying said 
starter data set and predicting at least one option most likely to advance navigation to a 
probabilisticaUy correct target goal node of said large plurality of nodes further 
comprises: 

computer code for predicting at least one target goal node of said structure 
wherein said target goal node is a node being a sub-node one or more levels below other 
said currently available choices. 

16. The tool as set forth in claim 10 in a computer mempzy device. 
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1 1. A process for navigating through an organizational structure having a plurality of 
levels and nodes^ the method cdmprising: 

receiving targetiag data related to said organizational structure; 

applying a dassiSer to said targeting data; 

pmenting a plurality of dioices of nodes whoiem said choices are representative 
of rraults of said classifier categorizing said targeting data with ieq>ect to said 
organizational stnrcture and wh^^rin said plurality of choices includes at least a subset of 
said plurality of choices indicating probable solutions to said targeting data; 

receiving a selection fiom Mdd plurality of choioes; 

iterativdy s^lying Hie dassifier to said targeting data and each said selection 
until a us^ target node Is readied. 

18. The process as set finrdi in claim 17 comprising: 

receiving descriptions of a plurality of organizational structures^ and 
deteranning whidi organizational structure of said plurality is appropriate fbr use 
in said process by oon^aring said targeting data to said desCTiptions, 

19. The process as set forth in daim 17 wherein presenting a plurality of choices of nodes 
oomprises: 

presenting a plurality of currently available ne^ct dioices according to the next 
level of the orgamzational structure, 

20* The process as set forth m daim 17 wherein presenting a plurality of choices of nodes 
comprises: 

pfcsentmg a plurality of currently available next choices acoarding to the next 
levd of the organizational structure and a plurality of hi^y likely choices of potential 
user target nodes that lie below the said next dioioes, 

21 . The process as set forth in daim 17 whereLa said presenting a plurality of choices of 
nodes comprises: 
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pieseatins only said subset 

22. The process as set forth In claim 1 7 fiirther ooniprising: 

for each said iterati<m, analyzing said targeting data and each said current, choice 
and storing data indicative of said analyzing such that later iterations of presenting 
present only said subset accounting for said data indicative of analyzing. 

23 . The process as set forth in claim 1 7 wherein said pre^ting a plurality of choices of 
nodes fiirttier comprises: 

displaying a graphical display highlighting at least one currently available choice 
of a plurality of cuirmlly available choices wherein said higjilighting is indicative of 
highest probability of said at least one currently available choice beiiig most likely to 
achieve the user target node of the structure. 

24* The process as set fbrtti in claim 17 wherein said presenting a plurality of choice of 
nodes further comprises : 

displaying a gr^hical display providing probability data for a plurality of 
currently available choices, said grqihical display relating probability of each of said 
cixcrently available choices likelihood toward achieving the xiser target node of said 
structure, 

25, A computer readable medium having instructions for causing a computer to execute, a 
method of determining a goal node in an organizational structure having a plurality of 
nodes, the method comprising: 

via a classifier, comparing first data indicative of a user goal node to second data 
indicative of given organizational structures; 

selecting at least one of said structures and a plurality of nodes therein; 

providing feedback data indicative of likdy nodes related to said goal node such 
that at least one of said nodes is a target node predicted to be said goal node fixim a 
probabilistic analysis during said comparing, and wherein said feedback data allows 
selection between said likely nodes and said target node. 
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26. The method as set finifa in claim 25 fhrtiier comprising: 

if said target node is selected, ending said oamparin& and 
if said target node is not selected and one of said Ukely nodes is selected, re- 
comparing said first data with said one of said lilcely nod«s that is selected^ and providing 
further feedback data indicating of likely subsidiary nodes to said likely node that is 
selected such that at least one of said likely subsidiary nodes is a target node piedicted to 
be said goal node fi:om a probabilistic analysis during said re^comparing, and wheiein 
said feedback data allows sdecdon between said likely subsidiafy nodes and said target 
node. 

27. A computer readable medium having instructions ibr causmg a compater to execute a 
method of doing business^ the method comprising; 

receiving fiom a remote user targi^ing data related to at least one organizatiooal 
structure having a plurality of levels and nodes; 
applying a classifier to said targeting data; 

presenting a plurali^ of choices of nodes to the remote user wherein said choices 
are representative of results of said classifier categorizins said targeting data with respect 
to said organizational stmcture and wherein said pluralily of choices includes at least a 
subset of said plurality of choices indicating probable solutions to said targeting data; 

receiving finm said remote user at least one sdection fi:om said plurality of 
choices; 

iteratively applying the classifier to said targeting data and each said selacdon 
until a user target node is selected by the lemote user. 
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IX. RVrniEivrir ^pmr^pp^ 

Non©, 
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X. RELATED PROCEBDINCaAPPFJJnnr 

None. ■ 
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